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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

1 . Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Specification 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it is too short. Correction is 
required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

3. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4, 8-11. 14, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ou (US PGPUB 2002/0088863). 
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As to claim 1, Ou discloses a chip card (IC card 1, fig. 1) comprising an energy 
converter (solar battery 1 2, fig. 1 ) that occupies a portion of the surface area of the chip 
card (see fig. 1), so that an energy supply of the chip card is integratedly present 
thereon (paragraph 0019). 

As to claim 2, Ou further discloses that the energy converter is a photovoltaic cell 
(solar battery 12, which inherently comprises solar/photovoltaic cell). 

As to claim 4, Ou further discloses that the energy converter covers (12) part of 
the front side of the chip card (1 ) (see fig. 1 ). 

As to claim 8, Ou further discloses that the energy converter (12) is producible 
directly on the chip card (1 ) (see fig. 1, and paragraph 0020). 

As to claims 9 and 1 1 , Ou discloses an article, comprising: 

• a chip card (IC card 1 , fig. 1 ) having a surface; and 

• a photovoltaic/solar cell (solar battery 12, which inherently comprises 
solar/photovoltaic cell) supported by a portion of the surface of the chip 
card (1) (see fig. 1). 

As to claim 10, Ou further discloses that photovoltaic cell (12) acts as an energy 
supply for the chip card (1 ) (see paragraph 0020). 

As to claim 13, Ou further discloses that the photovoltaic cell (12) is integral with 
the chip card (1 ) (see fig. 1 , which shows that solar battery 1 2 is integrated with the chip 
card; see also 0019). 

As to claim 14, Ou further discloses that the photovoltaic cell (12) is disposed on 
the chip card (1) (see fig. 1 and paragraph 0019). In addition, instant claim is a product- 
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by-process claim. Therefore, the claim is not limited to the manipulation of the recited 
method of disposing the photovoltaic cell on the chip card such as printing. The 
determination of patentability is based on the product, and not on the method (method 
of disposing the photovoltaic cell on the chip card such as printing method) of making 
the product. See MPEP 21 13 [R-l] Product-by-Process Claims. See also In re Thorpe, 
777F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964,966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

As to claim 18, Ou further discloses that the article further comprise a display unit 
(display screen 1 1 , fig. 1 , paragraph 0019). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 3 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ou as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Nakamura et al. (US 6291763). 
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As to claim 3, Ou discloses a chip card, as discussed above for claim 1 . Ou is 
silent as to whether the photovoltaic cell is a polymer solar cell. 

However, it is well known in the photovoltaic art to utilize a polymer solar cell 
(photoelectric conversion device containing polymer therein, see abstract and example 
1 on Col. 33) to increase the conversion efficiency and also the flexibility as taught by 
Nakamura (See also Col. 6, lines 4-21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to utilize the polymer solar cell of Nakamura in the chip 
card of Ou, because it allows for increased conversion efficiency and flexibility, as 
taught by Nakamura. 

As to claim 12, Ou discloses an article, as discussed above for claim 1 . Ou is 
silent as to whether the photovoltaic cell is a polymer solar cell. 

However, it is well known in the photovoltaic art to utilize a polymer solar cell 
(photoelectric conversion device containing polymer therein, see abstract and example 
1 on Col. 33) to increase the conversion efficiency and also the flexibility as taught by 
Nakamura (See also Col. 6, lines 4-21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to utilize the polymer solar cell of Nakamura in the 
article of Ou, because it allows for increased conversion efficiency and flexibility, as 
taught by Nakamura. 

9. Claims 5. 1 5. and 1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ou as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Hirano (US 4104083). 
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As to claims 5, 15, and 17, Ou discloses a chip card or an article, as discussed 
above for claims 1 and 10. Ou is silent as to whether the photovoltaic cell is 
semitransparent and/or opaque. 

However, it is well known in the photovoltaic art to utilize a semitransparent or 
opaque photovoltaic cell to improve the weatherability of the photovoltaic cell. Hirano 
discloses a solar battery package wherein the back layer comprises an opaque or 
semitransparent material (see abstract, and Col. 4, lines 8-19). Hirano uses opaque or 
semitransparent layer in the solar battery because it allows for an improved 
weatherability (see abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to utilize the opaque or semitransparent photovoltaic 
cell of Hirano in the chip card or article of Ou, because it allows for an improved 
weatherability, as taught by Hirano. 

10. Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ou as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kan et al. (JP 2001-203377A, 
refer to machine translation). 

As to claims 6 and 16, Ou discloses a chip card or an article, as discussed above 
for claims 1 and 10. Ou is silent as to whether the photovoltaic cell is a colored. 

However, it is well known in the photovoltaic art to utilize a coloring matter in the 
photovoltaic cell to increase the mechanical strength. Kan discloses a photovoltaic cell 
(photoelectric conversion device, see title and abstract) wherein coloring matter (4, fig. 
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1) is added to the semiconductor layers to enhance the mechanical strength (see 
abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to utilize the colored photovoltaic cell of Kan in the chip 
card or article of Ou, because it allows for an enhanced mechanical strength, as taught 
by Kan. 

1 1 . Claims 7 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ou as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of Phillipps (GB 2320356A, 
listed in IDS). 

As to claim 7, Ou discloses a chip card, as discussed above for claim 1 . Ou 
further discloses that the chip card (1 ) further comprises an energy converter (12) and a 
display unit (display screen 11) (sees also fig. 1 and paragraph 0019). 

Ou is silent as to whether the photovoltaic cell is applied over the display unit. 

However, it is well known in the chip card art to apply the photovoltaic cell over 
the display unit. Phillipps discloses a combined liquid crystal display and photovoltaic 
converter wherein the photovoltaic cell is applied over the display unit (see fig. 2; see 
also Page 1, lines 14-20, and page 4, lines 6-9). Phillipps applies the photovoltaic cell 
over display unit because such is conventional in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to apply the photovoltaic cell of Ou over the display unit 
of Ou as it is conventional in the art, as shown by Phillipps. 
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As to claim 19, Ou discloses an article, as discussed above for claim 9. Ou 
further discloses that the article further comprises a photovoltaic cell (12) and a display 
unit (display screen 11) (sees also fig. 1 and paragraph 0019). 

Ou is silent as to whether the photovoltaic cell is supported by the display unit. 

However, it is well known in the chip card art to apply the photovoltaic cell over 
the display unit so that the photovoltaic cell is supported by the display unit. Phillipps 
discloses a combined liquid crystal display and photovoltaic converter wherein the 
photovoltaic cell is applied over the display unit (see fig. 2; see also Page 1, lines 14-20, 
and page 4, lines 6-9) to provide support for it. Phillipps applies the photovoltaic cell 
over display unit because such technique is conventional in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to apply the photovoltaic cell of Ou over the display unit 
of Ou to provide support for it, as it is conventional in the art, as shown by Phillipps. 
12. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ou as 
applied to claim 9 above. 

As to claim 13, Ou further discloses that the photovoltaic cell (12) is mounted on 
the chip card (1) (see fig. 1; and paragraph 0019). 

Ou is silent as to whether the photovoltaic cell is integral with the chip card. 

However, it is well known in the art to integrate a part of the device over another 
part. See MPEP 2144.04 - Making Integral. "The use of a one piece construction 
instead of the structure disclosed in [the prior art] would be merely a matter of obvious 
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engineering choice" - MPEP 2144.04. See also In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 
USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art the time of 
the invention was made to integrate the photovoltaic cell of Ou into the chip card of Ou 
to prevent the photovoltaic cell deterioration. 

13. Claims 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ou as 
applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of Suzuki (US 4801787). 

As to claim 20, Ou discloses an article comprising a chip card, as discussed 
above for claim 9. Ou is silent as to whether the chip card is selected from credit or 
security cards. 

However, it is well known in the chip card art that credit or security card is a type 
of chip card as disclosed by Suzuki (Col. 1, lines 7-10). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to utilize the credit card of Suzuki as the chip card in the 
article of Ou, because it conventional in the art to use credit card as the chip card, as 
taught by Suzuki. 

Correspondence/Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GOLAM MOWLA whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5268. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday, 8 AM to 5 PM EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, JESSICA WARD can be reached on (571)272-1223. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/G. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 4132 
/Jessica L. Ward/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4132 



